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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION LINE ITEM VETO DISAPPROVAL/Veto Override

SUBJECT: Military Construction Line Item Veto Disapproval Bill . . . H.R. 2631. Passage, upon reconsideration, the
objections of the President notwithstanding.

ACTION: VETO OVERRIDDEN, 78-20

SYNOPSIS: On November 8, 1997, the Hoysassed H.R. 2631yta vote of 352-64. The Senate tipassed the billyvoice
vote on November 7 (the Senate Ipadsed a similar bill, S. 1292, on October 30alvote of 69-30; see 105th
Corgress, 1st session, vote No. 287). President Clinton vetoed H.R. 2631 on November 13, 1997.

H.R. 2631, the Militay Construction Line Iltem Veto Dipgroval Bill, will disapprove the cancellation of the 8ojects in the
Military Construction Apropriations Bill that were canceled [President Clintopursuant to his line-item veto authgr{see 104th
Corgress, second session, vote No. 56 for a dat&mmiof that authorit).

NOTE: On Februar12, 1998, a United States Distrjatige ruled that the line-item veto authgrdiven to the President is
unconstitutional. The Sweme Court hasgaeed to hear arppeal of that decision and isgected to issue a ruliythis session.

Those favoringoverriding the President's veto contended:
Argument 1:

We suyport the line-item veto, but we do notpgport it beirg used abusivgl President Clinton, in vetain38 military
constructiorprojects, has abused his authpand it is now Cogress' regonsibility to correct him. The firgtroblem is that he
broke his word on the Bgdt Agreement i vetoirg theseprojects, theregpreducirg military spendirg below the greed-yoon level.
The secongroblem is that he failed to set forth clear criteria for vetpiojects before Cagresspassed the bill. The thiggtoblem
is that he failed to consult either with @pess or with militay leaders in choosgprojects to veto. The fourtbroblem is that he
chose unacgaable criteria for evaluatgprojects. The fifthproblem is that none of theojects for which he canceled fundimet
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his own flawed criteria. The sixgiroblem is that even thgh he has admitted that he made a mistake in cagcHirof those
projects (because heysahe wagjiven inaccurate information), he has not revealed which 18 of tipeoR&:ts he now thinks
should be funded. The Senate called on Defengariaent officials to tesyf on theserojects after thye were vetoed. Those
officials informed Senators that eyasne of thosgrojects is mission-essential and redor construction thigear. We add that
mary of them address needs that have bgeared foryears because of inagieate militay budyets. When Cogresspassed the
line-item veto bill lasyear it did nojustgive the President unilateral authgrib cancel gendirg items; it alsgave Cogress the
authorityy to use egeditedprocedures to review and to digeove cancellations. We are at the end of firatess now. B
overriding this veto, fundig will go forward.

Argument 2:

We were wrog. We should not have voted in favorgdfing the President line-item veto authgriOur collegues who agued
that the President would use it jrpeopriately were correct. Also, we nowgeee with our collegues that the line-item veto is
unconstitutional. We admit andgret our earliepoor judgment, and will of course vote to override the President's veto.

Those opposingoverriding the President's veto contended:
Argument 1:

We are in a verdifficult situation. The President hgeossly abused his authoyit but the result, on balance, is one we feel
compelled to spport. The President did not consult with @Qoss or the Defense patment, he did notyeout clear criteria ahead
of time by which he wouldudge constructiomrojects, and we do not agtehe criteria that he didyeout after he issued his line-
item vetoes. However, we do not share our cgllea' assessment that the President gholoajob in identifing low-priority
projects because maof the vetoegbrojects do not meet the criteria that we getan evaluatig projects and have been ugifor
mary years. We are not giag that thesgrojects do not have militarvalue--thg unguestionabf do. Instead, we areygag that
they are of maginal value when copared to may other extremei critical military needs that were not funded, and thg oehson
they are beig funded is because of whereyrae located. Thispendirg is porkbarrel pendirg at its worst.

Today the United States hapmoximatel 30,000 men and womenpleyed around Irq, 8,000 American trqus inpeacekeging
operations in Bosnia, and another 70,000 ippsut of other militay commitments worldwide. This level of gleyment is the
highest level ever durnpeacetimeyet the size of our Armed Forces is at its lowest level since before World War II. Personnel
levels have been newalved over the last Mears, and under President Clinton's igudée defense bgdts those trqas who
remain receive inadpate trainig and are usipessentiajl 1980's gquipment because so little newgugpment has beeprocured.
One vey telling statistic is that lastear 60percent of Air Forceilots who had finished their initial gear commitments declined
to reenlist for 5years, even thah they were offered $60,000 bonuses for dpso. Theprimary reason thggave is that under this
President thehave been constapttieployed, rarey getting to be with their pouses and children. Thousands of service men and
women are spoorly paid that thg are on food staps, tens of thousands live in hougithat would be condemned if it were in
private hands, and mgrsoldiers on the West Coast live in Mexico becausg ¢thenot afford to live in the United States, the
country they will give their lives to defend.

We areproud that Rpublicans in Cogress have consisteptyoted to increase the President's irpdeée defense bgdts. We
are notproud that thg have not voted to increase thegndufficient amounts, nor are wpeoud that thg have failed togend the
extra funds on the areasg@katest need. The Defensep@ement did not rguest fundiig for ary of these lowpriority military
constructiorprojects--the President was therefoghtito veto fundig for them. We stragly sypport his veto.

Argument 2:

Senators have focused on the Clinton Administration's failures iprtdsss. What thyehave not mentioned is that $héo not
have clean hands either. Dugithe markp of the fiscalyear 1998 militay construction ppropriations bill, the Pentgon and
Corgress greed on four criteriaypwhich proposed constructioprojects would bgudged. Our collegues have ephasized that
the President totallignored those criteria when he issued his vetoes. Howevghalre not mentioned that Ggass alsognored
those criteria when itproved five of those@rojects. This bill will restore fundmfor projects that should never have been vetoed,
but it will also restore fundipfor five projects that should never have been funded. We cannot vote to override the President's veto
because weppose fundiig I



